IN THE COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL 

LASALLE COUNTY, OTTAWA, ILLINOIS 



KEVIN ROY KRAMER, 
vs. 

JULIA C.EICKMEIER, 


Petitioner, 





No. 2015 F 153 




Respondent. 



COUNT I. 

SBJECTION to motion for examin ation of hfvim 
NOW COMES the Petitioner, KEVIN ROY KRAMER, by his attorneys, 
ARLINGTON, KAUFMAN, McCLINTOCK, STEELE & BARRY, LTD, and for his 
objection to Respondent's Motion for Examination of Kevin Kramer states: 

1. On September 21, 2016, Respondent faxed Petitioner's attorney a Motion 
for Examination of Kevin Kramer for hearing set for September 25, 2016. 

2. That said motion contains an affidavit of Respondent which refers to 

Exhibits attached to said affidavit which are not attached to the fax sent to Petitioner 

and Petitioner is unable to respond to a pleading without an opportunity to review the 
exhibits tendered to the court. 


3. Further, that the affidavit of Respondent fails to contain pertinent, relevant 
or admissible evidence that would support the allegation that the mental health of the 

er has been introduced into this matter or that an examination of the Petitioner is 
relevant for discovery purposes, 


c n rf 








The affidavit of Respondent faiis to state that the affidavit is based on 

Respondent's persona, knowiedge or that i, called as a witness she oould testify to said 

siatentenls based on relevant and oontpetent evidence. In fact, from the nature of the 

statements conlained in the affidavit I, is dear that her testimony on such statements 

would no, be based on relevant or competent evidence but are conclusions, opinions 
and hearsay statements, 

The affidavit of Respondent consists of allegations of acts of Petitioner 
without stating a date or time but are general statements of her opinions and 
oonclusions. Further, it is full of hearsay statement from either unnamed individuals or if 
named, there is no supporting information as to date or time to give substantiation to 
such claims to allow the court to even consider such statements. 

6. That certain of the allegations have been testified to in open court by 

Respondent and found not to be credible by this court in prior hearings on Orders of 
Protection, 


7. Respondent admits that many of her allegations have been previously 

investigated by DCFS and the police and they were found not to be credible as -both 
seem uninterested in helping." 

8. That there is no evidentiary basis for an examination of the Petitioner and 
there is no likelihood that it would reveal relevant or probative information. 


WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays that the Motion for Examination of Kevin Kramer 

be denied and for such other and further relief as the court may deem jus, and equitable 
in the premises, 




COUNT II 


OBJECTION TO MOTION FO R EXAMINATION OF THF MIMr-vp 

NOW COMES the Petitioner, KEVIN ROY KRAMER, by his attorneys, 
ARLINGTON, KAUFMAN, McCLINTOCK, STEELE & BARRY, LTD, and for his 
objection to Respondent's Motion for Examination of the minor child states: 

1-7 Petitioner repeats and realleges Paragraphs 1-7 of Count I as and for 
Paragraphs 1-7 of this Count II Objection to Examination of the Minor. 

8. That under 750 ILCS S/604.10 the Court should deny the motion if it finds 
that the examination of the minor is not in the best interests of the minor child. In this 
case. It clearly is not in the best interests of the minor child. The Respondent has 
previously subjected the child to numerous examinations by hospitals and doctors 
without result other than traumatizing the minor child by such constant attention to her 
sexuality. Thai the Respondent has been subjecting the minor child to constant 
questioning and photographing as shown by her affidavit so that the child is not capable 
of being an accurate reporter. The child is basically non verbal. The child is not 

capable of distinguishing what her mother may tell her and the truth so would be an 
inaccurate reporter, 

9. The child has been questioned several times already by DCFS and police 
investigators regarding these allegations which have been returned unfounded. 

10. This examination is not likely to lead to any probative or relevant evidence. 
It is not in the best interests of the minor child to subject her to further examinations. 




WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays that the Motion for Examination of Kevin Kramer 
be denied and for such other and further relief 
in the premises, 


as the court may deem just and equitable 


KEVIN ROY KRAMER, f^titioner 


By:'' 


ROBERT ^TEELE 

One of His Attorneys 
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